schools, workplaces, places of worship, and other neighborhood settings (Clark et al., 2010; National Research Council, 2003a , 2003b . Broken systems and lack of supportive infrastructures in these settings make clear the importance of focusing on creating new systems that support positive health outcomes for children and families. The Food & Fitness (F&F) community partnerships demonstrated that engaging community residents in the process of creating systems change strengthens the ability of neighborhoods, organizations, and institutions to foster and sustain those changes over time (Kubisch et al., 1997; Schulz et al., 2012) .
The F&F community partnerships, part of a larger portfolio of investments by the W.K. Kellogg Foundation (WKKF) known as Food & Community, have been funded by WKKF since 2007 (Lachance, Carpenter, Emery, & Luluquisen, 2014) . The partnerships were established to increase access to locally grown food and safe places for physical activity for children and families in communities with inequities across the United States. A critical focus of this initiative has been to use community-determined approaches to create changes in policies, infrastructures, and systems that will lead not only to change but also to sustainable change that positively influences health equity.
Racially, ethnically, and geographically diverse communities were selected as F&F community partnerships to receive resources to develop a comprehensive community action plan for systems change regarding the food and active living environments. Communities were identified based on the following criteria: existence of community food infrastructure, relationship with community health, cross-sectoral leadership, and historical investments. Funding for the partnerships provided communities with nearly 3 years of planning support to collaboratively develop the plan that would guide the partnership's work; subsequently, partnerships received additional funding for 6 years to implement their plans and to continue their work. The funding periods during implementation occurred in phases that allowed WKKF to monitor progress. Of the nine partnerships initially funded by WKKF, six were funded through all implementation periods (through 2016), and three were funded through 2013. All partnerships made contributions to the field through their work, however, funding to continue as a partnership required success across multiple areas, as described below.
During the 9 years of work by F&F partnerships to provide children and families with environments that support good health, and the social determinants related to good health, important "lessons learned" emerged. These findings reflect the fundamental elements that shaped the foundation for success across all partnership work. The following factors emerged from our analyses and uncover a deeper understanding of what actions and factors were critical for the work:
Focus of the work over time Capacity built in the partnerships Sustainability of the work and outcomes
> > MEtHodS
Evaluators from the University of Michigan Center for Managing Chronic Disease worked collaboratively with the F&F community partnerships, technical assistance (TA) providers, a national evaluation advisory group, and WKKF to create the cross-site evaluation (Lachance, Carpenter, Quinn, et al., 2014) . The evaluation includes measures of partner engagement, resources used, processes and outcomes of achieving systems and policy change, and stories related to the impact of the work. Inherent in and critical to the evaluation was a process for providing feedback to communities and stakeholders and engaging partnerships in all aspects of the evaluation, including design, implementation, and interpretation of results. The F&F cross-site evaluation tools assessed three elements of the work: collaborative partnerships established, resource acquisition, and local systems and policy change. The evaluation tools yielded quantitative and qualitative information on these elements that were used cross-sectionally and longitudinally to understand the changes that occurred in each community (see Supplemental Appendix 1 for evaluation tools, available in the online version of this article).
Partnerships used comparable methods for collecting data that included documenting information on an ongoing basis, consulting with the leadership and other stakeholders, and providing multiple opportunities for partnership members to contribute information and respond to data being reported. These methods were collaboratively developed and shared across the partnerships during the pilot phase of the cross-site tool design, and guided the process for the cross-site evaluation. In addition to these sources of data from the cross-site tools, information from collected stories, key informant interviews with stakeholders, grantee annual reports to WKKF, proposals for new rounds of funding, and community action plans were used to extract information about outcomes achieved and strategies that contributed to success.
Success was determined by achievement in four distinct areas: (1) capacity outcomes that build personal or collaborative capacity for, or engagement in, policy, practice, infrastructure, or systems change (e.g., increased civic engagement, financial support leveraged, rela-tionships or networks created, community representation on citywide initiatives, trainings held, increased recognition as key partners in citywide food and active living advocacy); (2) practice change outcomes that transform practices, procedures, or norms in schools, communities, or organizations (e.g., local lunch day of the week in schools, Safe Routes to School programs), or changes in practices (e.g., farmers markets now accepting Electronic Bank Transfer cards); (3) policy outcomes, which are formal written requirements, rules, agreements, or guidelines; or adoption of a new policy, elimination of an obstructive existing policy, or implementation of a current policy (e.g., written school or school district requirements; changes to local ordinances, codes or city plans; legislation adopted, implemented, or maintained; changes to administrative regulations; resolutions passed; joint use agreements established; public funds used as incentives for SNAP [Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program] food purchases; school procurement policies); (4) infrastructure/environmental/systems change outcomes that include changes or improvements to the physical infrastructure and built environments in and around schools, neighborhoods, and communities to increase opportunities for physical activity or access to good food or alterations in the process or individual components of a system yielding a new end result or more efficient pathway (e.g., creation of school gardens; renovation of school kitchens; installation of salad bars; improvements to sidewalks, walking trails, and bicycle lanes; community park development or maintenance; new farmers markets created in communities; local food distribution system strengthened; or system for land acquisition simplified).
For this qualitative analysis related to success, data were extracted from the tracking forms related to all efforts for all F&F sites over the entire implementation period (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) (2015) (2016) . Qualitative data from all relevant documents were entered into NVivo 10 management software. Members of the evaluation team met and decided on a set of overarching codes or domains and a focused content analysis was conducted to identify common themes related to success. Two members of the evaluation team independently coded the documents and identified inductive subcodes under the larger set of deductive codes. Evaluators met regularly to discuss and resolve any discrepancies in codes.
> > FIndIngS And LESSonS LEArnEd

Focus of the Work Over Time
Focus, as related to the F&F work, comprises the systematic manner in which partnerships have maintained and adapted a shared vision, leadership, and work over time (Figure 1 ). Focus includes an element of flexibility, which allows the partnerships to be responsive to the needs and desires of stakeholders and their community and also to adapt to changes after experiencing critical incidents. Four key themes emerged related to the importance of focus.
Establish a Shared Vision. Each of the partnerships began their work with a vision, and all were declared in the original proposals submitted to WKKF at the outset of the initiative. Successful partnerships revisited their vision as new partners became involved and made revisions over time if needed. In partnerships with a high level of attention to and focus on vision, the leaders and partners worked consistently and consciously to maintain an alignment of vision. They ensured that their vision served as a foundation for all their work. Examples of approaches taken to create and maintain a shared vision include holding a visioning meeting early in the planning process and including all partners involved in the work, and creating a vision work group responsible for monitoring and ensuring that the goals and strategies are aligned with the vision over time.
Partnerships that have not been effective at maintaining a shared vision across partners and work took much different approaches. In one instance, activities undertaken by the partnership were based on the desires of the work groups, not a shared vision of the partnership. Work groups at times created their own content-specific visions, which created a silo approach and isolated groups working independently, rather than in alignment with a greater vision and broader leadership. Build a Broad Base of Leadership. Changes in leadership-specifically, the role of project director-over the course of a long initiative are to be expected. Some degree of stability of leadership has been evident in many of the successful partnerships. In these partnerships, when changes in leadership occurred, they did not automatically bring about major disruptions in the community work, as the partnerships developed opportunities for multiple forms of leadership, both formal and informal. Disrupted leadership became an opportunity for partners to step up and carry the shared vision forward, helping the work continue.
Partnerships that experienced disruptions in the work after changes in leadership often failed to create these opportunities for partners and community members to take on meaningful leadership roles, and along with the disruption in work came confusion related to their shared vision. For those partnerships, when the leadership was in flux, work halted, and partners did not step up to carry on the vision.
Prioritize Policy Efforts. In 2008, funds were available to F&F community partnerships to help them prioritize local policy and systems change goals for the implementation phase of the initiative. Local TA support was funded based on the assumption that partnerships were in the best position to know the type of local policy assistance needed, related to their own partnership's capacity and their stage of planning. Partnerships that took advantage of this funding identified current policy initiatives in their communities that were aligned with their F&F goals; key decision makers, leaders, and others involved with these initiatives; and long-term and short-term local policy goals (see Supplemental Appendix 2 with the Prioritizing Potential Policy & Systems Change Strategies Planning Tool, available in the online version of this article).
Partnerships that undertook a formal prioritization process at this critical juncture were able to provide substantial specificity to their objectives. This is not to say that the partnerships would not have arrived at these targets without the TA, but it is apparent that in a short period of time, they were able, with assistance, to develop detailed plans for their work, which were also aligned with their shared vision. For instance, instead of focusing on a more general objective of "policy development and advocacy," a partnership developed targets related to more specific objectives such as financial incentives, joint use agreements, and fresh food financing, as a result of the process of prioritizing.
A review of the community action plans submitted to WKKF in 2009 reveals that the partnerships that did not undertake a formal prioritization process of systems and policy change targets provided more process and programmatic targets in their plans, rather than systems and policy change targets; created plans that were less specific; and had a larger scope of efforts.
The F&F partnerships encompassed very large and populous urban and rural areas. While some partnerships maintained their focus on the geographic areas outlined early in the planning process, other partnerships used a process that honed in on particular neighborhoods with inequities. There is a danger that this process of identifying neighborhoods of focus and potential community partners can become lengthy and can postpone or stall change efforts under way. It was critical for the F&F partnerships to develop a process of defining the scope of their work that they could quickly come to agreement about and implement. TA was a valuable asset for determining scope of the work ("Food & Fitness: Lessons Learned for Funders," pp. 9S-14S, this issue; "Using a Systems Approach to Achieve Impact and Sustain Results," pp. 15S-23S, this issue; "Prioritizing Racial Equity: How Efforts to Advance Racial Equity Helped Shape the W.K. Kellogg Food & Fitness Initiative," pp. 24S-33S, this issue; "How Food & Fitness Community Partnerships Successfully Engaged Youth," pp. 34S-44S, this issue). WKKF created a TA team that offered grantees experience in communications, active living/built environment, food system development, planning and organization development, youth engagement, systems thinking, racial equity, and capacity building for local policy and advocacy. TA providers worked as a team and tailored their efforts to the needs of the F&F communities over time. In addition, the cross-site evaluation team worked with local project evaluators to build capacity and coordinate evaluation.
Respond Intentionally to Critical Incidents. Systems and policy change work must respond to many critical incidents over the years, for example, the stepping down of a critical political ally. The question for our analysis is this: To what extent do these incidents pull their partnerships away from their vision and to what extent do they derail work that is underway in the community? If not handled strategically, what might appear to be a benefit for community work can actually be a factor that could prove to derail the work. One example of this relates to funding. In 2009, three F&F communities received substantial funding as part of the Communities Putting Prevention to Work Centers for Disease Control and Prevention program. F&F community action plans were instrumental in attracting and securing these funds. However, in two of the three communities, once the key community partners were funded, they disengaged from the F&F partnerships. The new work brought with it a new agenda that steered them away from the F&F work.
In contrast, community partnerships who engaged in a process to determine alignment of potential new resources with their community action plans were more likely to bring in resources that allowed them to continue to stay connected to the partners and the shared vision of the work.
Capacity Built in the Partnerships
The F&F community partnerships have all created capacity in their communities to change food access and food systems. Dimensions of community capacity are embedded in structural, economic, political, and cultural characteristics, and influence each other to create a dynamic system that reflects the physical and social environment, population demographics, government, civil society, and markets. We examined specific types of capacity created during the F&F work, including strategies that were more and less successful at creating capacity over time (Figure 2 ).
Create Opportunities for Authentic Civic Engagement of Community Voices Early in the Process.
Public participation is a critical aspect of equitable change in communities. One community has used a framework for creating civic engagement that follows a spectrum from informing to collaborating with citizens, which is critical for authentic engagement. It addresses both the goals of involving public opinion and the promises to the community related to their participation in community change-promises that they will be listened to, their advice will be sought, they will be integral to decisions made regarding how resources are used, and they will be at the forefront of implementing possible solutions. Across the F&F partnerships, capacity was built from the early stages through both formal and informal opportunities to develop leadership skills. These opportunities included resources to develop and offer leadership academies, mentorship from experienced leaders, opportunities to take the lead in work groups and specific projects within the initiative, and support to take on leadership duties within the steering committees and decision-making bodies of the partnership. These capacity-building opportunities for leadership skills were offered in progressive stages over time to allow individuals to build on skills already acquired and go on to provide leadership in their communities beyond the F&F work (see Supplemental Appendix 3, available in the online version of this article).
From the beginning, partnerships created and began tracking efforts related to community engagement as a specific policy and systems change priority. Attention to creating capacity for community voices and leaders in their efforts has been consistent throughout the project. Partnerships offered stipends to neighborhood leaders to recognize the valuable time, work, and leadership they contribute.
The partnerships created multiple mechanisms for operating within a community-determined process. Opportunities were created during the early community assessment process. These assessments helped identify priorities for their work (e.g., ongoing efforts, climate for change, resources; see Supplemental Appendix 2 for the . Methods used included "walk the blocks" methods to collect parcel-scale data in residential areas, assessments of food stores for availability and affordability of locally grown healthy food, listening sessions with residents, and intensive, collaborative community planning sessions (e.g., Charettes). The F&F partners learned the value of creating multiple mechanisms for community involvement and for sharing power. They made community engagement a specific effort in their work and prioritized continual assessment of this engagement.
Build Flexible Partnership Structures. The structures of each of the F&F partnerships, at some point in their work, broke down; three critical elements helped bring about success during and after these uncertain times. First, the partnerships were able to rebuild and refine their infrastructures so that they supported the partnership moving forward. Second, champions and community leaders stepped up to shepherd the partnerships through this critical stage, creating stability and a bridge between structures. Third, the partnerships moved the finances and fiduciary organizations to places that served as neutral (e.g., community foundation) and/or trusted (e.g., nonprofit with strong ties to the community) fiscal agents. Breakdowns in partnerships and efforts to rebuild are described through cases studies in this issue ("Rebuilding Community-Determined Partnerships," pp. 55S-56S, this issue; "Working Together to Improve Community-Level Health: The Evolution of the New York City Food & Fitness Partnership," pp. 57S-62S, this issue; "Phoenix Rising: The Evolution of Holyoke's Collaborative Organizing for Healthy Food Resilience," pp. 63S-69S, this issue; "Transmutation and Community | Social | Systems Change in Boston," pp. 70S-77S, this issue). These case studies describe how inattention to creating authentic engagement and leadership from community stakeholders shapes all aspects of how the work gets done and what gets accomplished. One of the F&F sites described the heart of the problem as follows: "While all players were genuinely passionate, thoughtful, and knowledgeable about their individual work, many came to the table as individuals advocating for their respective organizations and projects, rather than as collaborators working toward a cohesive goal."
Develop Leadership Capacity Within the Community. Leadership capacity building is a critical element related to community ownership of health and well-being. All of the partnerships have created efforts toward training and recruitment of key leaders in their work to date. Those who have managed to recruit leaders from within the community have had the most success. They realized early on that the true advocates for a neighborhood are the residents who live in those neighborhoods, and investment in training will lead to opportunities for those residents to participate in policy change and the prioritization of efforts in wider circles of influence such as city and county planning.
Unfortunately, time and effort in this initiative were also misspent through recruitment of leaders who did not always have strong connections in the neighborhoods with the most inequities ("Rebuilding Community-Determined Partnerships," pp. 55S-56S, this issue; "Working Together to Improve Community-Level Health: The Evolution of the New York City Food & Fitness Partnership," pp. 57S-62S, this issue; "Phoenix Rising: The Evolution of Holyoke's Collaborative Organizing for Healthy Food Resilience," pp. 63S-69S, this issue; "Transmutation and Community | Social | Systems Change in Boston," pp. 70S-77S, this issue). Recruitment of inappropriate leaders within the F&F sites is illustrated by the problems that occurred with choices by some of fiscal sponsors who are were not fully respected in the community, did not have an aligned vision for the work, or operated with hierarchical models. Fiscal sponsors that worked best came from neutral organizations who were viewed as part of the community (e.g., community development organizations).
Another aspect of leadership capacity that was critically different in those who were not as successful involves the spread of leadership relationships throughout the partnership. In partnerships without multiple opportunities for leadership, the loss of just one critical partner can negatively affect the partnership. To build and sustain leadership capacity, partnerships should create opportunities for partners to be a part of the decision making in ways that set them up to take on new responsibilities when needed and carry the memory of the past work forward.
Leverage Funding That Supports the Vision and Goals of the Work.
Creating sustainability in the work and leveraging funding to support the work over time have always been clear expectations within this initiative. Partnerships that have been most successful have deliberately vetted new funding possibilities according to alignment with current goals and vision in the work; they do not pursue or accept potential new funding if it is not aligned with their shared vision or does not create sustainability for their infrastructure.
Invest in Staff.
Efforts to create paid staff positions, particularly coordinator positions within the partnership and aligned organizations, have allowed for alignment with similar work in the community, relationship building with strategic partners, and the potential for institutionalizing these positions over the long run to create sustainable change. Examples of these positions in the work are farmers market coordinators, farm to school coordinators, Safe Routes to Schools coordinators, and FoodCorps workers. These positions worked best when there was a documented understanding among partners related to roles and responsibilities. Coordinator positions have helped create bridges in the work among entities that have similar goals but may not be working together, or where there might not yet be adequate staff. Another critical element related to coordinator positions is a clearly defined buy-in from decision makers that includes allocated resources.
Overall, coordinator positions are a step on the way to sustainable change. However, when the partnership is solely responsible for the funding there is a danger that the position and/or infrastructure created will not continue beyond the funding period.
Recruit Strategic Partners to Advance the Work. Those who were most successful recruited strategic partners and realized that these partners may shift as the work goes forward. They also were able to remain flexible and sometimes start over with these efforts.
Their strategy has been to look for similar efforts in their community and see how efforts can be linked in ways that are mutually beneficial. At times this has led to the partnership working as a coleader or contributing collaborator instead of as the sole leader ("Catalytic Leadership in Food & Fitness Community Partnerships," pp. 45S-54S, this issue), even with efforts in which they were originally the leader. As discussed by Tsuchiya et al., enacting change in the community does not always require organizations to take the lead in the work. Understanding the best ways to step out of the leadership role and continue in a supporting role has allowed for the creation of specific champions related to their cause and increased resources for next steps needed in the F&F partnerships.
Efforts to recruit strategic partners also included understanding those who needed to be brought into the effort based on attributes such as decision-making role, influence, credibility, visibility, support base, and resources. Strategic partnership recruitment required partnerships to break away from preconceived roles about partnership formation and embrace specific activities needed for changing local systems and policies.
Build Relationships With Local Producers, Retailers, and Food Service Managers. Successful partnerships have been able to connect with local food producers, retailers, and food service directors to advance the food systems change work. They have developed relationships with local farmers, producers, and local farming organizations and invited them to participate in the partnership and in leadership roles. These relationships have included refugee farmers and Black farmer groups that are critical to the changes needed in food system growth in communities. Partnerships have identified and supported efforts to increase local food production and worked with community organizations, schools, businesses, and government entities to increase local food sales and create changes in infrastructures to support local food.
Early efforts across all partnerships showed promise related to building strategic relationships, aligning efforts and incubating early food hub development. However, over time these efforts did not continue to grow and develop across all of the work. In one instance, the partners were at the table and participating, but the necessary leadership was not in place to bring these partners into the partnership and align work.
Another example that highlights lessons learned related to relationship building includes efforts to bring local food sources into the schools. Relationships were built with the food service company but did not include critical decision makers in the schools, such as the school food nutrition/food service directors. Because of this, all work was lost when the school made changes in the food service company; early wins and momentum could not be recouped. These examples illustrate the importance of working with strategic partners that are in a position to make decisions and evaluating policy changes that will lead to success in food systems change efforts.
It can't just be children and families and it can't just be organizations. It has to be organizations with expertise and resources in the community partnered with children and families, to effectively impact. (Project Staff)
Develop Evaluation Capacity. Two things created momentum for the early development of evaluation capacity in this work: engaging evaluators who had an understanding of community-based participatory approaches to evaluation and requiring partnerships to conduct community-based assessments. With evaluation capacity comes critical advantages. Participatory approaches to using and understanding data allow for real-time understanding of strategies and tactics being used, and the opportunity for midcourse corrections. Feeding evaluation results back into the work creates space for reflections and opportunities to keep activities in line with vision and goals. Relationships developed through the partnership work and evaluation efforts also allow for the exploration of local data sources to describe impact.
In addition, the F&F partnerships built capacity in their partnerships and in their communities by engaging youth in the work ("How Food & Fitness Community Partnerships Successfully Engaged Youth," pp. 34S-44S, this issue), building relationships with local partners, participating and providing leadership for food policy councils, integrating neighborhood planning into city and county-wide efforts, and providing resources at critical points in the work. As described by Hinkle et al., the F&F partnerships learned that youth are a critical component of our future, and it is important to connect youth to the community change work, provide training, create space for youth voice, develop career opportunities, and provide TA to create authentic opportunities for engagement.
Sustainability of the Work and Outcomes
The ability of the F&F community partnerships to sustain the outcomes and impact of their work over time is a vital measure of their success; WKKF stressed the importance of sustainability and made it a stated goal of the project since its beginning. Accordingly, the cross-site evaluation included several methods for measuring sustainability throughout the initiative. Results are documented in "Defining and Measuring Sustainability in the Food & Fitness Initiative" (pp. 78S-91S, this issue). The concept of sustainability in public health communitybased work is described as working in partnership beyond initial funding and includes outcomes to create lasting changes and increased capacity for new changes in the community. The foundation for this sustainability must be addressed early on in partnerships and include efforts to create relationships that will endure beyond the current project. When looking across data from all of the partnerships over several years, specific elements critical to the achievement of sustainability have emerged directly from the work and are described here.
Outcomes of the Work. Outcomes having the most potential for sustainability include policies (new policies or changes to existing policies), infrastructure changes to the built environment (e.g., installation of community gardens, bike lanes), and far-reaching changes in practices or community norms (e.g., increases in local school food sourcing for an entire school district). Outcomes at more developed stages (adopted policies or completed infrastructure changes) can be viewed as more sustainable than policies not yet implemented. The above categories of outcomes have the greatest potential to live on after WKKF funding is gone. Programs, products, and events, although important first steps for some of these policy and systems changes, are viewed as least sustainable.
As shown in Figure 3 , six factors were associated with the greatest number of outcomes:
When looking across partnerships, we were able to classify the work into one of three levels of sustainability (high, moderate, or low) based on the above factors.
High Sustainability. Partnerships with the highest level of sustainability reported outcomes with all six of the above factors. Generally, these partnerships also had the greatest number of sustainable outcomes reported (e.g., changes to school district procurement policies that increase local food sourcing, new zoning regulations that encourage community gardens, construction of walking trails or bicycle lanes, and creation of food hubs). The outcomes had progressed into later stages of implementation and had significant scope and reach: regional or statewide food hubs, district-level policies rather than individual-level school policies, and revisions to a city plan or infrastructure project that connects communities across a larger region. These partnerships reported taking a combination of leadership, coleadership, and collaborative roles across the work. The change process was rooted in the community, with a strong cadre of community leaders present in all aspects of the change, even when partnership leadership changed or faltered.
Strategies used by the partnerships with the highest level of sustainability included building trusting relationships with key stakeholders and champions, starting with small pilot projects and scaling up, and building community capacity by creating structures such as food policy councils, farmers market networks, and school wellness teams. Partnerships with the highest level of sustainability narrowed their focus to improving equity and providing TA to community groups at key times. These partnerships were also able to identify and leverage resources in their community-including political leaders favorable to change-and they were able to align with successful efforts already underway.
Moderate Sustainability. Partnerships with a moderate level of sustainability had several of the above factors but not all six. These partnerships reported fewer policy, infrastructure, and far-reaching practice change outcomes between 2009 and 2014. These outcomes were generally narrower in reach with less potential to impact large numbers of people (e.g., acceptance of SNAP benefits at one farmers market or creation of a Walking School Bus at one school). Some moderate-level partnerships had many starts and stops in their change efforts, reporting on one effort one year and then dropping that effort the following year. This lack of focus in maintaining a shared vision undermined the partnership's sustainability. While some of these partnerships reported a large number of sustainable outcomes in a few of the years, they also experienced several changes in staff leadership or experienced strained relationships between partners, which slowed the work.
Low Sustainability. Partnerships with the lowest level of sustainability were those partnerships that reported the least sustainability factors. In some cases, these partnerships focused almost exclusively on creating new programs or curricula, or holding community events and activities, and reported very few sustainable, long-term outcomes. In other cases, these partnerships were able to achieve sustainable changes but struggled with authentic community engagement, experienced several changes in partnership leadership, or failed to maintain focus and alignment of a shared vision for the work among partners.
> > SuMMAry
Equitable change and creating more equitable opportunities has been at the forefront of the F&F community partnership work from the beginning and was embedded in the funding requests. As the work has evolved, we have seen increasing evidence of change in communities that comes from a social justice perspective-creating opportunities for equitable distribution of resources and creation of opportunities to increase local ownership of businesses and economic growth; developing authentic, diverse civic engagement including training and support for these activities; and exposing discrimination and the disinvestment in neighborhoods due to these forces.
Equitable change that is sustainable can be viewed as a process that occurs at the level of the community as a whole with mutual adjustment over time. During the process of creating sustainable change, the innovation and the organizations change to adjust to each other, and the innovation eventually loses its separate identity as it becomes part of the organization's regular activities (Friedman & Wicklund, 2006; Goodman & Steckler, 1989a , 1989b Rogers, 1983; Shediac-Rizkallah & Bone, 1998; Steckler & Goodman, 1989; Yin, 1979) . This process of mutual adjustment can be observed in communities and community-based change efforts within the F&F partnerships as they create opportunities for system, infrastructure, and policy change for good food and physical activity in neighborhoods that have often been at the end of the line for resource allocation.
We are working on food and physical activity, but the reduction of health disparities and the promotion of equity are what we are actually doing. (F&F community partner) At the start of the F&F work, community assessments created opportunities for residents to engage with each other and take stock of their community, providing extensive information about conditions, opportunities, and overall needs using an assets-based and social justice framework (Freudenberg, 2004; Israel et al., 2003; Minkler, Vásquez, Tajik, & Petersen, 2008) .
All of the partnerships, under initial guidance from the WKKF leadership and TA teams, learned about ways to create a shared vision for the work.
Partnerships built on this in various ways throughout the process, including review of their vision along the way and explicit work to revise the vision. Changing the local food system and making physical activity more accessible in neighborhoods with inequities creates a wide scope of potential efforts. Prioritizing the efforts at the beginning of the work was essential to creating feasible approaches. Recruitment of needed partners was another critical factor.
Partnerships have operated in a multitude of political environments with key stakeholders and decision makers. Efforts were needed to specifically recruit diverse individuals and organizations in city government, businesses, schools, health care and public health, and community-based organizations to create opportunities for success. In an effort to create sustainability of the outcomes and impact of the work early on, all of the partnerships leveraged new resources. Those who were able to leverage resources that were aligned with their work and did not distract them from their shared vision were most successful.
Critical factors related to community readiness for change are important to consider when assessing sustainable change. Well-conceived efforts may fall short when there is a lack of agreement between local decision makers and those involved in the community change process. Many local decision makers are a part of the F&F partnership network and can be recruited as strategic partners in specific change efforts. These strategic partners often become champions for the effort and create additional opportunities by bringing in new resources and strategic partners. TA is another factor related to community readiness for change; TA related to consultation and facilitation was important for all aspects of the work, including process and content. For sustainable change efforts, many community members need specific skills in advocacy work to create efficient and effective ways to communicate with all audiences that are critical to the change process. Creating opportunities that increase individual-level skills in communication, leadership, and policy change allows community members to participate more fully in civic engagement.
The F&F community partnerships have created sustainable change through changes in infrastructures, systems, local policies, and practices that are well positioned for scaling up and becoming institutionalized. The partnerships have focused their work in communities with inequities and created capacity for civic engagement not just in places where it is most needed but also in the community as a whole. The WKKF project has been committed to explicitly addressing racial discrimination in ways that create discourse among all partners both individually and collectively. Partnerships have recognized that it is necessary to address the underlying causes of health inequities and to focus their change efforts in these areas (e.g., economic development, power differentials in decision making) to ensure both implicit and explicit approaches to equitable change.
> > concLuSIon
Our efforts to create sustainable equitable change in communities is captured in thoughts from john powell and Omowale Satterwhite that were shared at the 2014 Food & Community Grantee Project Directors' Meeting: We have a responsibility to create opportunities for authentic civic engagement by eliminating educational requirements and prioritizing people with lived experience of issues and people who have relationships in the community. They prompt us to pay attention to the following:
• Who is at the 
SuPPLEMEntAL MAtErIAL
Supplemental Appendices 1-4 are available in the online version of this article at http://journals.sagepub.com/home/hpp.
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